Contemporary Personalities
herent stupidity—destroyed the House of Lords, which, under wise guidance, could have been maintained for generations as a bulwark against Communism and anarchy.
I have said that, in my recollection, Mr. Bonar Law was neutral in this controversy. But in another, and an equally grave one, which succeeded he took an active part. Were the Peers to acquiesce in their own destruction, or, having challenged an issue so terrible, were they, founding themselves upon principle, to carry their quarrel to an end, whatever end that might be ? Many of us who had opposed the original decision took the view that it was impossible for the Peers propter vitam vivendi perdere cans as. Lord Curzon took that view at first, but afterwards (and rather quickly) abandoned it. Mr. Bonar Law agreed with him. So did Mr. Balfour and Lord Lansdowne. Against these were Mr. Austen Chamberlain, Sir Edward tarson, Lord Milner, Lord Salisbury, Lord Halsbury and Lord Sel-borne. On this occasion the party of concession prevailed, and the vital power of the House of Lords was surrendered for ever. The Die-hards, having compelled Mr. Balfour to throw out the Budget, characteristically began to place on his shoulders the blame for the consequences. " B.M.G." (Balfour Must Go) became the motto of these loyal men.
The corrosive effect of intrigue within the Party grew and grew, until early in 1911 Mr." Balfour, deeply wounded, it may be supposed, at the h?-gratitude of a Party in whose service he had lavished his shining intellectual gifts, resigned his position as Leader. For the vacancy thus created there were two aspirants, with claims by no means un-